


to existing conditions. This seems like a very large increase
from past trends, and further explanation and support is
needed for such an increase. If this is related to
population growth, that should be explained here, too
(related to table 30-6). And is this 85% increase included
in the No Action as well as Alt 4? (p. 5-45).

It may be more straightforward to use the words “shorten
the route of Sacramento River Water to the export
facilities” instead of “improve the transfer.” Readers not
familiar with the system will not understand how the
transfer is improved by reading that and the word
“transfer” can be confused with “water transfers” which
are a very different concept than shortening the route of
water from the Sac River to the export facilities.
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Cooperating

It would also be equitable to explain here that there are
some negative impacts to the ability of adult San Joaquin
River salmon to successfully navigate back to the San
Joaquin River when Sacramento River Water is relocated
into the south Delta including San Joaquin River channels.
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The entries under the “Comment Type” column are as follows:

E — editorial

T —technical items for which the commenter has provided suggested text
| —technical items for which ICF has developed a resoiution

P — policy items and/or items that may need further input from the Lead Agencies

The entries under the “Status” column are associated with the following:
D — done as was requested by the commenter

M — done, with some modifications to what was suggested

N — done, with no changes made to the text (but with a draft response)

If the comment has not been resolved yet, the column has been left blank
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